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REMARKS 

This Reply is accompanied by a Request for Continued Examination to bring into effect 
by way of amendment, the decision of the Board of Patent Appeals & Interferences. Applicant 
has also made other clarifying amendments to the claims. All of the claim amendments are fully 
supported by the application as filed. 

The Board held on page 5 of the decision, as follows: 

6 We- are unpersuaded by ihe Appellants' ;«guin«rt (Appr.tl Br. 8-9.' ihat 

v Baills foils to describe a predicted answer to a quay. The Appellants 

s contend there i* a distinction between ?. retrieved answer and a predicted 

<i answer and ihat I he cache in dte claim is a predictor of what would be 

id retrieved Reply Br. 2-3. We agree with the premise chat an answer to be 

1 1 retrieved Is not a predicted answer, but we find Ihat: an answer that has been 

i? placed in memory cache to serve as an answer to a subsequent query is a 

13 predicted answer to thai subsequent query. The claim does not limit or 

U specify the manner of making such a prediction, so caching an aiiswei is 

15 within the *cope of providing n predicted answer. 

The Board having found no patentable distinction to the manner in which claim 28 
operated regarding the feature of a predicted answer, as claimed. Applicant has removed this 
feature. Applicant reserves its right to pursue this feature specifying the manner of making such 
a prediction, as required by the Board's reasoning. 

Applicant has also removed the feature of a travel planning system in the preambles of 
claims 28 and 56. 

The Board also held on page 5 of the decision, that: 

24 We are also unpersuaded that claim 28 requires determining whether 

25 some fields are approximate. Appeal Br. 1 3- 1 4. Reply Br. 8-9. Claim 28 
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1 recites "determining whether at leasi some tieid* in the stored seat 

2 availability query either march or are substantially close in characteristics to 
?. corresponding fields in the usee's seat availability query." Thus die 

4 limitation dearly requires determining if same fields meet either conditio!). 

; The limitntiott does tiot require tanking a determination as to eat h condition 

septmtiesy. The claim does not specify the manner or technique such 

' (^termination is performed. 'I he Examiner fourid that BaOts determines 

s whether some fields match the cotrespondftig query. This is within the 

v scope of the limitation at issue. 

Applicant reserves it right to pursue the subject matter of claim 28 by specifying that the 
determination as to each condition is made separately. 

The Board however found that Baiiis does not describe approximate matching. Applicant 
has amended the claim to require determining by the one or more computer systems whether at 
least some fields in the stored seat availability query are substantially close in characteristics to 
corresponding fields in the received seat availability query, with determining including 
approximately matching the query fields in the received availability query to ai least some of the 
query fields of a query stored in the cache database. 

The Board held on page 6 of the decision, that: 

is As Baiiis dir.ff, not describe makinc queries based on approslmate 

v) matches, we are persuaded by the Appellant*' arguments as to claim 33. 
to Also, as Baiiis does not describe determining a threshold time based on 
5i query factors or returntnc a confidence factor with query results, we are 
J2 persuaded that Bailb fails ic> describe claims 36 and 37, ami claims 38-43 
2i depending from claim 37. The Examiner is incorrect in Hading that these 
2-t data arc non-funetional descriptive material became they are used, i.e. they 
25 function, to determine whelber dale is stale and thus a new query is 
?<•> performed, 

The above amendment incorporates into claim 28 the feature of claim 33, which the 
Board found allowable over Baiiis, Similar features have been incorporated into independent 
claims 56 and 71. 
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Accordingly, claims 28-32, 34 - 48; 56-59, 61-70; and 71-73, 75-82 are now allowable 
over the prior art of record. 

In view of the above, allowance of the application is requested. 
No fee is due. Please apply any other charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050, 
Respectfully submitted, 



Date: March 23, 201 1 /Denis G. Maloney/ 

Denis G. Maloney 
Reg. No. 29,670 

Customer Number 26161 
Fish & Richardson P.C. 
Telephone: (617) 542-5070 
Facsimile: (877) 769-7945 



22596920.doc 



